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RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 7 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of P Pl29se.ll. R..uleD1Slk\ilg.Jj1]e

'NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. t-C(;-MAILKUuM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not fOICCE' radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, Reliqious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government., including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum 19very radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public: access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
.cC?'1~I!~u.ti9f)ally-p('llected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller· market broadcasters, by subs!!jntially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not· to adopt rules, procedures or policies'-discUSSed above.
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RECEIVED &INSPECTED

CoI'nl1\!lntsln~ponse to Localism Notlce of Proposed RUlemaklng APR 7 2008
MBDOCketNo. 04-233

I submiUhe foHowing COITIIlIElllts in response 10 the Localism Notice of p'rop<-tl!R;~~~Q~!~IItt/(~~fI!~RO~O~MU
'NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if ,enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiaUy religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisoIy board proposals woutd Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don' share their
values COUd face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license fOr choosing to follow their own
consciences. rather than allowing inollll'lpalible viewpoints 10 shape their progr8Irrming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inQludlng the FCC. from dctaIing what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum 8'ifK'J redio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed publiC access requlremellts would do 80 - even if a religious bloadcaster
conscientiously objects to the 1llflSSelJ8. The First Amendment fofbIds imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force 1'lMllation of specific ediloriaI decision-making infOrmation. The choice
of programming. especially religious programming. Is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals 10 force reportjng on sUCh things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial chc~ces.

(4) The FCC must not astabIi$l1l a two-tJered renewal system in which certain IlcenseBs would be
ButomsoticaUy baIred from routine ret1l_1 application ~uBing. The Ploposed mandatoly special renewal
review of certain classes of applicantsl by the Commissioners themselves would amount 10 coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stillY true to their conscienCeS and present only the messages they
COfTBSIlOI'ld 10 their beliefs could face Iklng, expensive and potentIaUy ruinous renewal Ploceedinga.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Kaeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sq_ niche and smaller market brttadcasters, by 8WItaI dially raising COsliB In two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence wIlenewr a station is on the air and. (b) by further restriCting main studio location choices.
Raising COsliB With lhasa proposals wol.llcj fOrce service cutbacks - and curtailed sarvice is contrary 10 the
public interest.

'lYe urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed abOve.
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Comments in Response to Locallism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the folloWing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policieis 1)1' procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if l!nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valulls. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. ReligiolJ!\ broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassm,!nt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, inc:luding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public lIe<:ess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not fora! r,evelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to fOra! reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial clhoices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically bamed from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiQUs broadcasters. Those who s~IY true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcalsb!rs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would fOra! service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

J. urge the FCC!l2! t.2.adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 7 2008
I submit the following commEmts in response to the Localism Notice of Propo ~'l''ii~n,g U!:!e

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MI3 Docket No. 04-233. -MA'LHOOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share thejr values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foil"", th,:,ir own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particulClrly a religious broadcaster, mUllt present.

(2) The FCC must not turn eve,ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public ac:ce,ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa!~e. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious IPmgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such Ilhings as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renElol,al application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicant,s by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who Sllal' true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is em the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals w'Duld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, IPmcedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to LocaUsrn Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

RECEIVED &1NSPI:t; I I:U

APR 7 2.008

FCC-MAILROOM
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, If e'nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forc'l radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value,s. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassme,nt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public a,ccess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagl3. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force' mvelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could fac'llong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastElrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!~ is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro fs~ ­
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in fillS Docket No. 04-233.

Comments in Response to Locali,sm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 7 2.008

AILROOM
. e

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force' radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inc:ornpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibrts government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn ElVElry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCCllSS requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the mess8lgE!. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcae,ters operate on tight budgets, as' do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is I)n the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs wrth these proposals would force service cutbacks':" and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies,discussed above.
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~b~;£e::~~~;~~p:'~2he L~.hsm Not ~~~.~
, (the"NPRM"), relea~;ed Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket o. 04~~

_ " , -. --' . (l; .~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procecluresmast not violate FirstAmend ent right of
propgsi'lls discus~ed inthE3" NPRM'lif e!nactect, ~oUld do so - and lTIust not ~

r" - • ~ ~",',-:

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopl¢ ViI!;q do not sharetheli-\f:!ilues: The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such lJhCo1'Tstitl:ltional mandates.. Religious' broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their vaideircbuld'fa'c:eiilcreaseid harassm'ent, complaints and even. loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, (allier than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!~ is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasteis, b~f substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force servicE! cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



MB Docket No. 04-233
I submit the following comments in response to th" Localism Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket N". 04-233.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First
Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not
be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiailly religious
broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'" proposed advisory board
proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcastElrs who resist advice from
those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, compl"ints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster,
partlcula~y a religious broadcaster, must present
(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into" public forum where
anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requir"ments would do so ­
even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids
imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial
decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not prope~y
dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs
would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renew,,' system in which
certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicaltio,n processing. The
proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves
would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to th,.ir consciences and
present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially
ruinous renewal proceedings.
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many
smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the
Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising
costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further
restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force s"rvice cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed
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RECEIVED &INSPECTED

FCC-MAILROOM

MB Docket No. 04-233
I submit the following comments in response to Ilhe' Localism Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First
Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, w',ul'd do so - and must not
be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious
broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board
proposais would impose such
unconstitutionai mandates. Religious broadcaste,rs who resist advice from
those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, compillin'!s and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where
anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirem.nts would do so ­
even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids
imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial
decision-making infonnation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly
dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs
would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renew-OIl system in which
certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applica,tion processing. The
proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves
would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to th,.ir consciences and
present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially
ruinous renewal proceedings.
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many
smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the
Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising
costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further
restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force SElrvice cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed
above.
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CommenlIIln Responee to Localism NotIce of Pmpoeed Rulemllklng
Me Docket No. 04-233

RECB'JED &. INSPECTtO

lI,p,il 1 2QQ~
I submit the following commet,tll, In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru akIng (tl\e

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. _I'V~_ /l.ILROL,JI
Any new FCC rules, policies ell' procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. ~19I~~~:':';';--­

proposals disc1lssed in the NPRM, ifElnacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not 10fce redlo stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposalS would impose such
unconstltutlonel rnanc:IIIte8. ReliglOUEi biroadcasl«s who reeist advice from those who don't share their
vatues could lace increased harassmlll1t, compIlIints and even loss of liCense for choosing to rottow their own
COIlSCienca8, rather than allowing Inccll'llpalible viewpoints to IIhape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govammant, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcastar,
particularly a religious broadcaslar, ml~SII present.

(2) The FCC must not tum Ewary redIo station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acx:ess requirarnants would do SO - even if a religious broadcasl8r
conscientiously objecls to the message. The First Amendment fbItllds imposition of message deIiwry
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not 10fce nevelatlon of speciflc editorial decIsion-making information. The choic:e
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly didated by any government agency - and
proposals to 10fce repoIting on such ltlings as who produced what programs would inIrude on
constltutlonally-protecled editorial choi~.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal systarn in which cartaln liosn_would be
automatically barred from routina renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
nsvlew of certain des.es of lIpp/ic:ants by the Commissioners tharnseIves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasler8. Those who stllytrue to their conSCienCes and prasent only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could lace long, elq)llllSive and poIantially ruinous renewal proceedlngs.

(5) Many Christian broadaIstIn operate on tight budgets, as do many smallar market sac:uIar
slatlons. Keeping the electricity ftowing I. often a roallenge. Yet, the Commlssion PIoposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller marllet broadcastars, by SUbstantially raising costs In two ways: (a) by requiring
stlIIf presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by furthar neslricling main studio location choioes.
Raising costs with these proposals woukl1ofce service cutbecks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, proe:eduras or policies discussed above.
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COIIIIIIlIfll8 In Response to Local.,m Nollce of Proposed Rulemllklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

~I\~D &.INSPECTED
PtEw'"

I submit \he following comments In respOUlle to the lOClllIsm NotIce of Prq~1IdRu~1Mkiftb(I~\l\l\\
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2006, in MEl Docket No. 04-233. p.rl\ ..

r~ ......-..lo\..AOOMAny new FCC rules, poHcIes I:H' procedures must not violate First Amendment ....~ v~.-=::
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if "nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force ''lJdlo sIaIIons. especleIIy religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unc:onstllutional mandllles. Re/lglOUlI broadcesters who nMIst advice from lho8e who don't share their
values could face Increased harassm'llIl1~ complaints and even loss of ttoense for choosing to follow their own
conscillllC88, rather than allowing incclflll)8lible vlewpoiJ lis to shape their programmlng. The First
Amandment prohibits govemment, induding \he FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadeaster,
partlcuIar1ya religious bro8dcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum 8\f8fY redlo station Into e pubIlc forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acA:e8S requiremenla would do so - even if a religious broadcaatar
conecIentioulII objecIa to lite message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of meSSlJll8 delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelatlon of speclftc editorial decIsion-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, Is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force repotIing on such Ihings as who produaIId what ptagnIIT1S would inlrude on
constltulionally-ptoteeled editorial cholce8.

(4) The FCC must not estabUBh a two-ttered renewal system In which certain licell8ees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mendatory special renllWal
review ofcertain aa-of8JlIlIlcants by lite CommiMIoners Ihemse/veS would amount to coen:ion of
religious broedcasters. Those who stllYtrue to their consciences and present only the messages Ihey
COITeSpOnd to their belJefs could face long, expensive and potentially rulnous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chrtstlwl broadcasbtnl operate on tight bUdgela, 88 dO many smaller market lIllCWIr
alalio.18. Keeping the electricity flowing Is often a challenge. Vet, \he CommiMlon proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcastars, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (e) by requiring
alaff Plesell<» whenever a sllItIon is 011 II1e air and, (b) by furIIter resIricting main studio location choices.
Raising COS1S with these proposals would force sefVioe cutbacks - end curtailed sefVice is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge Ihe FCC not to adopt rules, pro«:edures or policies discUBl8d above.

Nan1e
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I submit the tIlllowtng commeIllts In response to the localism Notice of Proposed R IemakA1l~

"NPRMi, released Jan. 24, 2008, in Mil, Docket No. 004-233. \
. I

,;"...:....1

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

2008

Any new FCC rules, poNcies (1I" procedures must not violate First Amendment ri
propo$llls discussed in the NPRM, if ll/lllCled, would do so - and must not be adopted.

Commenta In Response to Localism NotIce of Proposed Rutemaktng
MB Do4:ket No. 04-233

(1) The FCC must not force radio slations, espedally rellglous~, to take edvlce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconslllution8l mandates. RellgiCM' b<oadc;asler8 who realtt advice from /hoIle who don1 share their
values could f8ce inaeased harassmllllt:, complainIs and even loss of license for choosing to tIlllow their own
consciencell, rather than allowing Incxmpatible 'liewpoinls to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohlbits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating whet viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mlLlSl! preHn!.

(2) The FCC must not tum M'8I'Y radio station Into a pubIk: forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air lime. Proposed public 8Cl_ requiremenlll would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
c:onscienliousI objecls to !he message. The First Ame..dment foftJids impoellion ofmeqage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force ~eveIalton of specl/lc editorial decleion-maklng Information. The choice
of programming. especIaUy religious programming, is not properly d'1Clated by any government agency - and
~ to force reporting on SUCh ltllngs sa who producecI wh8t plograms would intrude on
constItutionally-protected editorial chok:es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-lientd renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automaticaUy barred from routine reneWIII application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
~ ofoettain das_ ofapplk:ants by !he eommisllionenl th-'ves would amoc.n to coercion of
religious broadcallttn. Those who SUIY 'lrue to their conllCiences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could f8ce I,ong, 8JlPflI1s1ve and polentiaUy ruinous renewal proceedlnga.

(5) Many Christian broadca811n opeiale on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eledricily flowing Is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff pres811C1B~ver a station Is 011 the air and, (b) by further resIricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, proc:edures or policies discussed above.
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COIm1lIfIllIln Response to Localism NoCk:e of Proposed Rulemllklng
MB Doc:ket No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECT~Ol
I

I submit the following commellt!, In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R ak'Afl\ht!l 2008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In lAB, Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies (If 13rOC8dures must not violate First Amendment rights.~lLROO:/i
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if llnacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not fon:e redlo sllItlons, especlally religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mand8tes. ReligiOUl' b<oadcestets who reelst advice from lhose who don't share their
values COUld face increased harassmcl'l1:, complaints and even lOSS of lieense for choosing to foHow their own
consciences, rather Itlan allowing lnampetible lIIewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amandment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dk:tating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partk:ularIy a religious broadcastar, ml~SlI present.

(2) The FCC must not tum 8\rery radio station Into a public forum where anyone end everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public 8Cl:eEOS requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcastar
conscientiously objecl8 to the messege. The Fnt Amendment forbids Impoeilion ofmesMg8 delivery
mandalas on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not fon:e ~llVeIaIion of specIIlc editorial decIeion-maIdng information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to fon:e l1lPOfting on such tllings as who produced what programs would inlrude on
constltutlonally-ptotected editorial cho'K:es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tlared renewal systarn in which cartaln Ilcensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processlng. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certsin c1a_ ofappIicSlnts bj' the Commissiooers IhemeeIvlIs would lIl11OUf1t to coen:ion of
religioUs broadcasters. Those Who stlly lrue to their conseiences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs COUld face long, 8Jql8rl8Ive and potentially I\Jinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastilltl, opelate on tight budgets, as do many smaller lTllII1Iet 8flQlIar
sllItlons. Keeping the electridty ftowlng is of\arI a challenge. Vet, the Commisslon proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller mar\(et broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff preHIIC8 whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by furlhar reslIiding main studio IoceIlon choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would fon:e service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, proc:ecMes or policies discussed above.

Name

Tille (if any)

Organization (If any)
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Commentll in Response to Localism NolilclI of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

(1) The FCC must not force radio sllllions, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NI'RM's proposed advlsolY board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatitlle viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must pre'sent

(2) The FCC must not turn ev8I'J radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and evelYone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCC8M' mquiremenls would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revE,lallion of specific editorial deCision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pnl!ilramming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thin!~s as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensiv~ and potentlllily ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

L'bWgr;ay~
Signature
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Comments in Response to Locailism Notice of PropOSed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules. polieie,s .>r procedures must not violate Fillit Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if E!Ilacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valUE's. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religie1us broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassmE!Ilt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inCClmpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mlJst present.

(2) The FCC must not turn e~'ery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messag,e. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forCEl revelation of speciflc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could faCE! long. expensiv"J and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadca,lIefs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller markel secular
stations. Keeping the electricity floWinll is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market blrolldcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station Is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, pmcedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
• MB Docket No. 04·233-- I submit the following commE,nts in response to the Localism Notice of Propos

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

;;;;-1\11:(\ &INSPECTED
RE\,c.......

~PR 7 2.GG8

~~M
Any new FCC rules, poliCIOS or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if 'enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force Iradio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vaIUl~s. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
vaiues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public l!C(',ess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not torcEl (levelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religiousl programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on suctl things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine remmal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay trUle to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could fa~llong. expenslv'l and polentiany ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadca:stE'rs operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!! is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff prosence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, pmcedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to locailisrn Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
7 r

RECEIVED &INSPECTEO

APR 7 2.008

_ aUIIROOM
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of propc~~~.~~~~~~~~~:::':;;"J

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. \.

Any new FCC rules, policie,s or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if .,nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forc,~ r'3dio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value's, The NPR M's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstrtutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassme,nt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follOW their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagl~. The First Amendment forbids imposrtion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force' mvelation of specific ed~orlal decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who ~;tay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadca,ste,rs operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is otten a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantiallY raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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e..
Comments in Response to LocalilSrrI Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noti
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

RECEIVED &IN~., .

APR 7 20L2> \
of Proposed RUlema~g1t.e
FCCoMAILROUM !

Any new FCC rules, policieli' or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, Wenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force, radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valuell. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and aven loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing irn:ompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum IIWI)' radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public al::c8SS requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messBlQEl. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally.protected editorial choic:es.

(4) The FCC must not estaIl~ha two-liered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the CommissionefS themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and p.--nt only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face, long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcalllers opelate on light budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, pnocedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 7 2008

FC~-~;s.'Ie~~M

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. Hie NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, incl'uciing the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn ev,ery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious prof;lramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thin!)s as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewai system in which certain iicensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themseives would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastelrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on tile air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice 0 Pfo~'Kfglr
(the"NPRM"), rel4~ased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No 04-2iJ3.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm nt righ~sR1~u~qg~r of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not ~'Lo.-..

'-'vOM
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice fro
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face ,increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa!~e. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is ofteR a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~~.~~~ 't-l-b<6
Signatur~nd Date

Mail By April 14. 20.08 to:
The Secretary
Federal,...Communicat~ons. Commission
445 lith Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attri; Chief, Media Bureau



RECEIVED &INSPECTED
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of rOPR.s~d Rulemakin

. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 4-23'3:1( 7 2008

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendme <,,;tIT1aoo,~~MAR!~~~~~d~~~
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be a 0 .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own conscienoes, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa,ge. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

APR 7 2008

FCC-MAILROOM
I submit the following comment~, in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if Enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. ne NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagl~. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force mVlOlation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious prowamming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thin9s as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face lon9, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!l is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs In two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valuesi. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mUll! present.
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(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa!le. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force Irevelation of specific ednorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial chc>ices.

(4) The FCC must not establistl a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine rerlllWal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicanlll by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who st,ay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastens operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wCluld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following eClmmllnts in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ,,..."";'.",,;~~ROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if eMcted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, mUllt present.

(2) The FCC must not tum E,VE'ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public ac:cess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa~ge. The First Amendment forbids impos~ion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific ed~rial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious IPwgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such Ilhings as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected ed~orial Chllices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who sllay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electric~ flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sqUEleZe niche and smaller market br,oadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
sIaIf.presence whenever a station is (lO the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals WI)ulld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public in!erest.
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, Im,cedures or policies discussed above.

4a1l~

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo
"NPRM"}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in NIB Docket No. 04-233.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

-
-Re-ce~N~E~D&Q.i\N~S:P\pE:;aCl cO

~?R 1 - '2.00'0

~eel!~~\Ji\OOtJ\

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force r;~dio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. He NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassme,nt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum ever~ radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acce.,s requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force nevl.lation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pl"O!lramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choice's.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants bll the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
'1'e)'llious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
pespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastem operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowinlg iis often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on lhe air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs w~h these proposals wcluld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
p\lb\i¥ in!erest.

..~ \lr~~ the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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